
FEMP M&V Summit – Discussion Summary

June 6th – June 7th, 2002, Palm Beach, CA

Objectives of the M&V Summit 

· Improve quality and quantity of ESPC 

· Improve quality and consistency of M&V 

· Share lessons learned, tools, M&V training resources

· Improve communication between government and industry

1.  US Army Presentation and follow up discussions (Jimmy Haywood)

· Uses IPMVP when working on Army projects, but does not require specific protocols with other customers (20% +/-, e.g. VA)

· Possible collaboration on development of M&V plan checklists (for guidance)

· Training:

· Training target audience:  customers and internal staff

· Possible collaboration on training (with breakout sessions for contract specific issues)  

· Current M&V training provided by Steve Sain – generally follows IPMPV

· DOE will share results of Cx activity as well as M&V Plan guidance and R&R Matrix with Army

· Army planning new ESPC solicitation (won’t effect existing contracts)

· Government witnessing of M&V tests identified as hot topic

2.  US Air Force M&V Presentation and follow up discussions (Quinn Hart)

· Developing 18 standardized M&V plans 

· Plans (using good judgment but no measurement) may not meet IPMVP

· Concern relative to technology obsolescence before end of contract

3.  US Navy M&V Presentation and follow up discussions (Russ Dominy)

· Many projects limited to 10 year term

· UESC often selected as an easier alternative but no "guarantee" of performance (of any sort)

· ESCO should assist agency to clarify "baseline adjustments" no matter what M&V protocol is being used (required for audits as well as customer satisfaction) 

· Need for M&V training

· Collaboration on execution guide welcome

· Commissioning vs. acceptance testing vs. M&V

· M&V plan should clarify what will be done if performance less than anticipated

· ECM by ECM vs. overall performance 

· Tools available to manage risk

4.  FEMP M&V Presentation and follow up discussions (Dale Sartor/Satish Kumar)

· National M&V Team

· Web site (http://ateam.lbl.gov/mv/) and M&V Resource CD (circulated to attendees)

· M&V team collaboration with FEMP ESCO's

· Highlights from June 6th meeting

· Committee reports

1. Decision tool

2. Commissioning ECM's

3. Retro-commissioning

4. Training and tools

5. Annual report improvement initiative  

6. Risk & Responsibility Matrix

· Opportunity to address case study problems

· Need for M&V plans to address interaction of ECM’s

· Project documentation and archiving is a major issue

· Witnessed or independent M&V tests plusses and minuses

5. Identification of two hot issues based on agencies' presentations and follow up discussions (Quinn Hart & Sylvia-Berry Lewis)

	Discussion Topic
	No. of Votes

	1. Commissioning – Design Intent and Relationship to M&V plan – Are we going too far?  Bundling of energy savings vs. individual ECM performance.  “Graded” approach based upon complexity.
	13

	2. Collaborative effort – Army checklist, Air Force – 18 standard plans, FEMP guidelines – are we at a good point to collaborate? M&V Plan Content and Expectation Standards, M&V Training and M&V Costing
	9

	3. Government witnessing of M&V activities / measurements
	6

	4. Training – on-going and development of additional training courses
	4

	5. Documentation of O&M Savings
	4


6.  Focused discussion on Commissioning (Quinn Hart and Sylvia-Berry Lewis)

Design Intent and Relationship to M&V plan – Are we going too far?  Bundling of energy savings vs. individual ECM performance.  “Graded” approach based upon complexity.

· Commissioning means different things to different people – need consistent definition for Federal ESPC

· Verify meeting functional performance criteria per spec/design intent, then verify savings

· Difficult to M&V indoor environmental conditions if the main objective is to satisfy the (thermal and visual) comfort of occupants.

· Responsibility for maintenance vs. savings 

· Review of operations (part of M&V?, whose responsibility?)

· Should M&V reports include findings relative to O&M (especially those that impact savings) – yes, but not contractually required (M&V is the only report that is contractually required to be submitted on a periodic basis)

· Perhaps include discussion of broader reporting requirements in sample or standard format

· Should the Commissioning requirements be separate from M&V (plans and reports) – yes but significant overlap

· Action items:

· Standardize definitions (acceptance test, commissioning, performance testing, etc.) 

1. FEMP Commissioning team + David, Russ 

· Define other standard plans and report(s) (including content) 

1. annual report (M&V, O&M, the whole enchilada)

2. Commissioning (part of post installation report?)

3. Post installation report 

4. FEMP commissioning and annual report team + Quinn Hart, David Underwood, Charles Culp, Russ Dominy, Mike P (???).

7.  Focused discussion on Collaborative effort

Collaborative effort – Army checklist, Air Force – 18 standard plans, FEMP guidelines – are we at a good point to collaborate? M&V Plan Content and Expectation Standards, M&V Training and M&V Costing

· Action items:

High Priority:

· Charter and objectives presented to and sanctioned by HQ and DOE/DOD steering committee - Quinn, Regina, Doug, Russ, Tatiana 

· Executive team formation – DOE: Dale, Tatiana, Doug, DOD:  Quinn, Russ, Regina,  Jimmy, ESCO’s :  Sylvia, Venkat, Dave, Ron

· Standard M&V Plan  - Lia, Charlie, Satish + others TBD

· Training -  FEMP Training team + Russ, Quinn, Jimmy, Dick Faith 

· Invite missing ESCO’s – Quinn, Jimmy, Regina, Satish

Lower Priority:

· Costing

· Tools

· Technology development

8.  Identification of topics to be addressed in future meetings:  See table below

· Tools

· Decision tool

· Cost estimating tool 

· Value tool

· Option A Guide

· M&V Plan Guide + sample plans

· Training

9.  Summary and future steps (Coordination of M&V activities at the national level) (Dale Sartor)

· Next meeting:  October 21st or November 4th
· 2-3 day meeting

· Most likely in Kansas City
· Meetings with and without ESCO’s 

· Frequency:  Twice/year 

	Topics to be covered in future meetings
	Votes
	Comments

	1. Commissioning / Re- or Retro-Commissioning
	10
	Y

	2. M&V plans / M&V  methodology – ability to capture synergistic effects
	0
	

	3. Face to face meeting to discuss challenges and modify collective way of thinking.
	0
	

	4. Government witnessing of M&V activities / measurements & third-party M&V
	9
	Y

	5. Checklist – ECM specific / M&V plan and M&V format
	5
	

	6. Training – on-going and development of additional training courses
	9
	See items from 6/7

	7. Escalation of rates, utility team (AF), NIST data
	2
	

	8. Technology buy-out; locking into technology T8 to T5
	2
	

	9. IPMVP adherence (absolute vs. practicality)
	7
	

	10. Collaborative effort – Army checklist, Air Force – 18 standard plans, FEMP guidelines – are we at a good point to collaborate? M&V Plan Content and Expectation Standards, M&V Training and M&V Costing
	11
	See items from 6/7

	11. Commissioning – Design Intent and Relationship to M&V plan – Are we going too far?  Bundling of energy savings vs. individual ECM performance.  “Graded” approach based upon complexity.
	15
	See items from 6/7

	12. Acceptance Testing – affordable and cost-effective
	3
	

	13. Tools for managing risk – ECM by ECM guarantees versus total project
	4
	

	14. Documentation of O&M Savings
	11
	Definition of baseline, documentation, post-installation

	15. Archiving project documentation (original requirements) 
	3
	Use of Xerox Docushare System

ESCOs willing to provide supporting information

	16. Tools

Separate Tools session – Costing, Value, Decision Tool, etc. 

Technology (Hardware + Software)  tools (Texas A&M)
	
	


Results of the Army Audit – potential presentation topic for the next meeting (Regina)

· Total of Seven sites

· Sanitize the report

· General request – Inform the ESCOs in advance

· Lessons learned

· A proactive plan to address the deficiencies will help the ESPC
